ior, as compared to their behavior as precinct voters. Hamilton (1988, p. 860) lists several advantages of all-mail elections, including "an increase in the integrity of elections as a result of more time for voters to consider issues before casting their ballots." If Hamilton is correct, then the additional time spent by absentee voters considering how to cast their ballots may result in absentees voting on different measures and casting their votes differently than if they had voted at the precinct. Thus, the pattern of votes cast and the propensity to vote "Yes" may differ when voters switch from voting at the precinct to voting at home.
In this paper we examine the voting behavior of absentee voters, as compared to precinct voters, in voting on direct legislation. Specifically, we examine differences in proposition voting behavior by analyzing the effect of proposition form (bond, legislative proposal, or initiative) and proposition content.' In our model of proposition voting, voters first determine whether or not the issue is important, and if so, how to cast their vote on the specific proposition. This model is depicted in Figure 1 . The first decision we analyze empirically is the decision to cast a vote on a proposition. We control for a voter's demographics and socioeconomic characteristics while examining the effect of proposition form and content on the probability of casting a vote. Next we analyze the propensity to vote "Yes" conditional on voting, again investigating the impact of form and content.
Because little is known about absentee voters from prior studies of voter behavior, the focus of this paper is on discovering the rudimentary differences in the ballots cast by absentee and precinct voters. Mueller's (1969) pioneering study of voter fatigue and drop-off off employed a sample of ballots that was primarily from absentee voters, and concluded that voters do indeed drop off between candidate races and propositions.
To date, we have reached three preliminary conclusions regarding absentee voting in California. 
ABSENTEE AND PRECINCT VOTERS
and Kalsow (1995) find that absentee voting is a substitute activity for precinct voting in general elections, although they are not perfect substitutes. This implies that the composition of the electorate may have changed. In addition, Dubin and Kalsow find that the pool of absentee voters is not random. The propensity to vote absentee is positively related to being over 64 years old and to the presence of young children in the home. Absentee voting is also negatively related to education, being unemployed, and homeownership. More generally, we know that voters respond differently to propositions of varying lengths, complexity, content, and form.2 This paper addresses the question of whether the drop-off that Mueller found was an artifact of his use of absentee ballots, or if the pattern of votes on propositions is similar for absentee and precinct voters. We analyze the voting behavior of precinct and absentee voters in terms of their propensity to vote on particular propositions and their propensity to vote "Yes," given the form and content of the proposition.
The next section of this paper outlines the theory of proposition voting. The third section briefly describes the data sources and independent variables employed. The Estimation Techniques section discusses the econometric approach used to estimate our model of proposition voting and the next section highlights prior results regarding proposition voting behavior that are applicable to our model. The Hypotheses section describes the hypotheses that will be tested. The last two sections present the results, their implications on future policy, and directions for further research.
THEORY OF PROPOSITION VOTING
Relatively few studies of proposition voting have been reported. Price (1975) finds that Western states are more likely to provide for the use of initiatives, and their electorate votes on initiatives with greater frequency as compared with the behavior in Eastern states. Owens and Wade (1986) find that the probability that a proposition passes and the inflation-adjusted campaign-related expenditures have both been stable over time.3 Zisk (1987) examines the decrease in participation on propositions compared to top candidate races by using aggregate election results and survey data from four states over five years. She finds that a voter's decision to cast a vote, vote negatively, or abstain is unrelated to proposition position. Zisk also finds support for increased levels of voting on citizen-initiated propositions over legislative proposals.
In addition to proposition voting, ballot roll-off and voter fatigue theories are relevant to our analysis. Burnham (1965) Using Los Angeles county data, Dubin and Kalsow (1994a) find evidence of both roll-off and ballot fatigue. Ceteris paribus, the probability of a voter abstaining increases further into the ballot, as does the propensity to cast a "No" vote. In addition, they find that both the form and the content of a proposition affect the propensity to vote and the propensity to vote "Yes" on a given proposition.
DATA SOURCES AND INDEPENDENT VARIABLES
The primary data source for this analysis is the ballot image files prepared by the California Secretary of State. These files contain one record for each ballot cast in the 1992 general election in Los Angeles county. A secondary data source is the decennial book on congressional districts published by Congressional Quarterly. It provides the demographic information for each congressional district. In addition, the California Secretary of State publishes the Statement of Vote (SOV), which provides registration and vote totals by precinct. These totals are used as a validation of the ballot image decoding process described below. The Secretary of State also provides an election 396 ABSENTEE AND PRECINCT VOTERS ballot book that contains proposition-specific information, such as the official ballot description.
Ballot Images
Our primary data source comes from a sample of the 2,831,077 actual punch-card ballots cast in Los Angeles county in the 1992 general election. As voters turn a page in the ballot book, they also move one column to the right on the punch card, perforating the card in a specified box to indicate their vote. The evening of the election the cards are collected and transported to a central location where a machine reads the cards. As a by-product of tabulating the votes, a binary image of each ballot is written to a magnetic tape. This tape, after extensive manipulation, provides the data for this analysis.
There are several factors that complicate the decoding of ballots from the ballot image tape.5 The first is that the ballot image tape is not used for official purposes, so its creation is often an ad hoc procedure. For example, if some ballots within a processing group are misfed into the reader, the entire group may be re-read. Our procedures were designed to identify and eliminate such duplications. Another complication comes from the use of ballot groups. Each unique combination of contests and rotation sequences constitutes a ballot group.6 An additional complication is that up to four card readers can be processing ballots simultaneously, and the ballot images are written to the same tape, which means that the ballot images on the tape must be "unshuffled" into distinct precincts prior to processing.
The last step of the decoding process is to match a "correction" tape to the original precinct ballot images and compare vote counts to the SOV. The completeness and accuracy of this correction tape, and hence the match rate to the SOV, vary by election.7
Sampling from the Data
Since the actual 1992 general election had almost three million ballots, a sample was selected for econometric analysis. The sampling process selects ballots from each precinct whose ballot count matches that found in the SOV, and from each absentee ballot group whose ballot count matches that found in the SOV The number of ballots selected from each precinct is proportionate to the total number of ballots cast from that precinct. A 0.21% sample of the valid precinct ballots is combined with a 1.29% oversample of the absentee ballots to create a data set of 5,028 precinct ballots and 5,009 absentee ballots. This sample of ballots is then pooled across the thirteen propositions appearing on the ballot, resulting in a total of 130,481 observations.8
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Dependent Variables
The dependent variable for the vote decision is based on the coded response of the subject; voting either "Yes" or "No" on a specific proposition sets the "vote" indicator to "1", while abstaining or invalidating the vote sets the "vote" indicator to "O". The dependent variable for the outcome decision is set to "1" if the voter votes "Yes", and "0" otherwise, as long as the voter casts a valid vote for that proposition.
Explanatory Factors
The independent variables are one of two types: proposition-specific characteristics (Zj for propositionj), or individual-specific variables, that is, demographics (Wi for individual i), as reported in Table 1 . The proposition-specific factors include the proposition form, content, and characteristics of the official ballot description. Individual-specific variables are matched to each ballot image using an identifier for the voter's congressional district that is located on the ballot image. This is necessary since individual-level demographic information is, of course, not contained on the ballot image data.
The proposition-specific variables included in the analysis are the proposition form, content, reading ease score, and word count. The proposition form conveys information on the author or source of the proposition, as well as its relative ballot position. Bonds appear first on the ballot, then legislative proposals, and last are the initiatives.9 Both the bonds and the legislative proposals are placed on the ballot by the state legislature, while initiatives qualify through a process involving a petition requiring an appropriate number of registered voter signatures.'? We group the propositions into major content areas: humanitarian (education, welfare, health, and physician-assisted death), taxes (food taxes, property taxes, and state taxes), and "other" (term limits, toll roads, rail transit, and state government). The reading ease score is the Flesch score, as described in Magleby (1984) . It serves as a proxy for the comprehension of the proposition's impact, while the number of English words appearing in the official ballot description is a proxy for the patience and time required to muddle through the proposition's description.
The individual-specific variables include race, socioeconomic, social connectedness, and party affiliation variables. The race variable in our model is the percentage of the population that report African-American on the census." The socioeconomic factors considered are the median family income (in 0000's) and the percentage of adults over age 25 that did not complete high school. The social connectedness factors (Teixeira, 1992) include the percentage of households residing in owner-occupied housing units. We measure the conservativeness of the congressional district using the percentage of regis-398 ABSENTEE AND PRECINCT VOTERS 
ESTIMATION TECHNIQUES
In this section we develop our model of proposition voting using a discrete choice econometric framework. Since, by design, our sample of the ballots cast in the 1992 general election has oversampled absentee voters, we employ a weighted exogenous maximum likelihood estimator. 
Discrete-Choice Model of Proposition Voting
where Pi TRIPLE LINE P(1= 
We impose the normalization, aO = 3o = 0, and let a = al and 3 = 31, so that equation (2) may be rewritten:
Similarly, if Um denotes the utility of voting "Yes" on a proposition, then the conditional probability of voting "Yes" given that a vote is cast is given by: 
Optimization of equation (6) 
The weighting w(x) corrects for the nonrandom nature of the original sample. Let ps be the probability of precinct voting in the sample for congressional district i and let (1 -P) be the probability of absentee voting in the sample. Let Qs be the probability of voting "Yes" in the sample for congressional district i on initiativej, and let (1 -Qfj) be the corresponding probability of 
FACTORS AFFECTING VOTING BEHAVIOR
Prior studies of proposition voting suggest that there is a relationship between voting behavior and both proposition-specific and individual-specific variables, independent of the effects of voting absentee or voting at the precinct. The anticipated impact of the proposition-specific variables is described first. Although the individual-specific variables are not the focus of this paper, a brief discussion of their impact on voting and "Yes" is also given below.
DUBIN AND KALSOW
The proposition-specific variables analyzed in previous studies include the proposition form, content, reading ease, and number of English words in the official ballot description. Voters tend to vote more often on bonds and initiatives than legislative proposals (Dubin and Kalsow, 1994a). Because many hundreds of thousands of registered voters must sign the petition for an initiative, there tends to be wider preelection visibility of initiatives as compared to legislative proposals.l3 Bonds also tend to reflect "pocketbook voting" theories since the issuance of bonds has an economic impact on each voter. In addition, as compared to legislative proposals, bonds and initiatives receive more "Yes" votes. Legislative proposals may receive higher numbers of "No" votes simply because of the reason the legislature placed those issues on the ballot. Although some legislative proposals are constitutional amendments that are required to be put before the people, many of the legislative proposals are extremely controversial issues. In fact, in some cases the legislature determines that it would cost them more political capital to cast a public vote in the legislature on the issue than it would to turn the issue over to their constituents. If this is the case, then we expect that there are more "Yes" votes on bonds and initiatives as compared to legislative proposals.
Proposition content also impacts the propensity of voters to cast votes and to vote "Yes" for a proposition. Dubin and Kalsow (1994a) find that voters tend to vote more often on issues that affect their daily lives, such as education, welfare, health, and taxes. They also find that people vote "Yes" more often on issues such as welfare and education. Although suggesting that voters will vote "Yes" less often on tax issues is consistent with "pocketbook voting," there are tax issues, such as those for cigarette and alcohol, that tend to be less related to a voter's checkbook than others such as property taxes. There are also tax issues such as proposition 163 in 1992 that repeal a tax on certain food products. As a result, it is difficult to predict the reaction of voters to tax issues in general.
The proposition characteristics also affect the propensity to vote and to vote "Yes." A proposition's reading ease and number of English words are positively and negatively related, respectively, to proposition voting (Dubin and Kalsow, 1994a). Based on our previous work we also anticipate that voting "Yes" will be positively related to reading ease and negatively related to the number of English words in the official ballot description (Dubin and Kalsow, 1994a , 1994b) . In addition, we expect that African-Americans will vote "Yes" more often, as will those with higher incomes and lower levels of education. A negative relationship between voting "Yes" and homeownership would be consistent with our prior work.'4
HYPOTHESES
The effect of the voting method (absentee or precinct), proposition form, content, and ballot characteristics on voting and voting "Yes" are the primary focus of this study. In this section we provide hypotheses for each of these variables as they relate to our analysis of proposition voting. In addition, we briefly discuss the impact of demographic factors and party affiliation that may be specific to absentee voters.
Since we know that absentee voters complete less of the ballot than their precinct voting counterparts, we anticipate a negative relationship between voting on propositions and absentee voting (Dubin and Kalsow, 1994a). Whether absentees actually voted "Yes" more or less often in the 1992 election depends on the specific propositions.'5 For example, if the election were to contain propositions that are conservative or pro-business, then one might expect a positive relationship between absentees and voting "Yes." This would follow if absentee voters are more conservative than precinct voters, as Cook (1991) and Willis (1994) suggest. However, the correlation at the election level depends on the composition of the entire slate of propositions.
At this point it is difficult to predict any relationship between either voting or voting "Yes" on a proposition with the proposition's form or content. Since the press attributes absentees with conservative tendencies, we might expect propositions that impose direct costs on taxpayers to receive fewer "Yes" votes by absentees. Of course, this expectation implies that absentees "suffer" from a more severe case of "pocketbook voting" than do their precinct voting counterparts. The tendency to vote "No" more often would be extended to bonds in general (proposition form) and any other propositions with potential costs, that is, those related to taxes (proposition content).
If voters select their method of voting based on an opportunity cost of time model, and if absentee voting is more convenient, then we anticipate a negative relationship between the number of English words and voting on propositions for absentees. It could also be argued that absentee voters can rely on their sample ballots and the election information sent to every registered voter in California. However, if absentee voters are truly rushed for time, the tendency to skip the propositions with the longest descriptions will outweigh any advantage of voting at home.
As far as the race, socioeconomic, and social connectedness factors are concerned, we do not hypothesize any difference in either voting or voting "Yes" between absentee and precinct voters. Prior theoretical and empirical work on absentees does not suggest any direction or significance for these relationships. Although the popular press would project a positive relationship between absentees and Republican Party support, Dubin and Kalsow (1995) find a lack of evidence for this supposition. As the relationship between Republican registration and absentee voting is not completely described by income, education, or race, party affiliation may impact the propensity to vote and vote "Yes."'6 If we follow the pattern of higher Republican turnout in elections down to the ballot level, then Republican Party affiliation will be positively related to voting on propositions. However, as noted above with respect to the absentee variable, the statistical significance and direction of the relationship of voting "Yes" and party affiliation depends on the specific propositions on the ballot. Table 2 . To analyze the effects of proposition form and content for absentee voters as compared to precinct voters we have constructed a series of hypotheses tests based on the estimated model reported in Table 2 . The results of the hypothesis tests for proposition form are summarized in Table 3 and those for proposition content are in Table 4 .17 Inspecting Table 3 we find that absentee voters cast fewer votes on bonds and initiatives than do precinct voters. (Refer to the rows labeled BOND and INITIATIVE and the column labeled VOTE in Table 3 .) Both cells contain negative signs, demonstrating a decreased propensity for absentee voters to cast votes for these proposition types as compared to precinct voters. Similarly, the entry found in the row labeled LEGISLATIVE PROPOSAL and the column labeled VOTE contains a zero, implying that there is no distinguishable difference in the voting behavior between absentee and precinct voters for legislative proposals. The results summarized in Table 4 indicate that absentee voters also vote more frequently on tax-related issues than do precinct voters, perhaps related to their higher incomes (Dubin and Kalsow, 1995) . In addition, there does not appear to be any difference in the propensity to vote on HUMAN and OTHER propositions between absentee and precinct voters.
RESULTS
The estimated proposition voting model is given in
The results related to proposition characteristics, demographics, and party affiliation are also given in Table 2 . As anticipated, the easier a proposition is to comprehend, the more often people cast votes. Our hypothesis that absentee voters may be rushed and therefore unwilling to wade through long 404 ABSENTEE AND PRECINCT VOTERS Note: "+" represents an increased propensity for absentee voters to perform the specified task. A "-" implies a decreased propensity for absentee voters to perform the specified task. A "0" indicates no statistically significant effect. These measurements are made relative to the group of precinct voters. Note: "+" represents an increased propensity for absentee voters to perform the specified task. A "-" implies a decreased propensity to perform the specified task. A "O" indicates no statistically significant effect. These measurements are made relative to the group of precinct voters. Table 5 . Tables 3 and  4 provide a summary of the results for proposition form and content on voting "Yes," under the column heading VOTE YES. The INITIATIVE row in Table 3 shows that absentee voters support initiatives more often than do precinct voters. However, the other two rows indicate that absentee voters are more inclined to oppose bonds and legislative proposals than are their precinctvoting counterparts. Absentee voters also seem to have benevolent tendencies when it comes to issues related to education, welfare, health care, and physician-assisted death. However, as the TAXES and OTHER rows indicate in Table   4 , absentee voters consistently oppose taxes and other issues related to state government, toll roads, rail transit, and term limits.
DUBIN AND KALSOW
The results regarding the reading ease and number of English words are consistent with our hypothesis. We find that the easier the proposition text is to read on the ballot, the more voters will support that proposition. In addition, the longer the description of the proposition, the more impatient the voter becomes, and the less support the proposition receives. One surprising result is that related to African-American absentees. Although we did not hypothesize any difference between African-American absentee voters and precinct voters, it appears that African-American absentee voters vote "No" more often than do their precinct counterparts.'8 The results of the remaining demographic variables are similar to those obtained in Dubin and Kalsow (1994a) . Since the previous Dubin and Kalsow study was not an analysis specific to 1992, we find evidence that our current results are not specialized to this specific election.
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
Clearly the form and content of propositions do matter when a precinct or an absentee voter is considering her option to cast a vote and whether to cast a "Yes" or "No" vote. If absentee and precinct voting are substitute activities in general elections (Dubin and Kalsow, 1995), albeit not perfect substitutes, then some individuals are simply changing their mode of voting while others are becoming voters. In addition to the changes in the composition of the electorate, however, there appear to be shifts in typical voters' behavior when they vote absentee as compared to voting at the precinct. Thus, the switch from precinct to absentee voting is not as innocuous as it first appears. The An important conclusion from our study is related to the conventional wisdom regarding voters and nonvoters. If voters and nonvoters have similar demographics and political attitudes, and if this pattern extends to absentee and precinct voters, then we would not expect any difference in direct legislation voting based on those factors. Our research supports this notion as we do not find any differences in absentee and precinct voters' propensity to vote or vote "Yes" based on education, income, race, homeownership, or party affiliation.
We could speculate what would have happened without the liberalization of absentee voting laws, but a more useful exercise is to investigate who will now benefit from the legislative change. If the number of absentee voters continues to increase, and if they maintain the apparent differences in voting behavior that we have found, then it may be incumbent upon interest groups and other proposition campaign groups to examine the voting behavior of absentees. If it is feasible to identify potential supporters for certain propositions, and if interest groups have the fiscal resources, then they have the opportunity to join the "get out the absentee vote" movement. Both proposition supporters and opposition groups could begin to encourage absentee voting either by independent efforts or in an alliance with a larger partisan candidate effort.
To date we have found that the representativeness of proposition outcomes may be affected by the extent of absentee voting. If absentee voters are more conservative and have higher incomes and educational levels, combined with the fact that they behave differently when voting on propositions, then election outcomes may be different than they would have been without the liberalization of absentee laws. Since ballot completion can also be considered as a stage in a political participation model, the ability to cast an absentee ballot may have actually decreased participation.
Further research is required to determine the impact of absentee voters on partisan and nonpartisan candidate races. Additionally, in recent years Californians have begun employing opposing or strategic propositions as a method for defeating other propositions. This situation leads to an opportunity for voters to vote either sincerely or strategically. Because absentee voters are voting in the comfort of their homes, their ability to sort through such competing propositions may be different than that of precinct voters. The patterns of voting on competing propositions should be examined in light of differences in voting behavior between absentee and precinct voters. 408 
